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James 1

TRUE LAW OF FREE MONARCHIES
AND A SPEECH TO PARLIAMENT

An articulate defense of the divine right of monarchy was composed by James VI,
who was king of Scotland (1567-1625) and as James 1 (1603-1625) also was king
of England. A scholar as well as a king, James in 1598 anonymously published 2
widely read book called the True Law of Free Monarchies. He claimed that the
king alone was the true legislator. James’s notions of the royal prerogative and of
the role of Parliament are detailed in the following passages from the Tvuze Law

and a speech to Parliament.

TRUE LAW
Prerogative and Parliament

According to these fundamental laws already al-
leged, we daily see that in the pacliament (which
is nothing else but the head court of the king
and his vass'zﬁs) the laws are bue craved by his
subjects, and only made by him at their [pro-
posal] and with their advice: for albeit the king
make daily statutes and ordinances, [imposing]
such pains thereto as he thinks [fit], without any
advice of parliament or estates, yet it lies in the
power of no parliament to make any kind of law
or statute, without his scepere [that is, authority}
be to it, for giving it the force of a law. .. . And
as ye see it manifest char the king is over-ford of
the whole land, so is he master over every person
that inhabiteth the same, having power over the
life and death of every one of them: for although
a just prince will not take the life of any of his
subjeces without a clear law, yet the same laws
whereby he taketh them are made by himself or
his predecessoss; and so the power flows always
from himself. . .. Where he sees the law doubt-
sorne or rigorous, he may interpret or mitigate the
samne, lest otherwise summnm jus be summa in-
Jjuria {the greatest right be the greatest wrongl:
and therefore general laws made publicly in par-
liament may upon . .. [the king’s} authoricy be
mitigated and suspended upon causes only known
to him.

As likewise, alchough I have said a good king
will frame all his actions to be according to the
law, yet is he not bound thereto but of his good
will, and for good example-giving to his sub-
jects. . .. So as I have already said, a good king,
though he be above the law, will subject and
frame his actions thereto, for example’s sake to
his subjects, and of his own free will, but not as
subject or bound thereto. . . .

In a speech before the English Parliament in
March 1610, James elaborated on his exalted
theory of the monarch’s absclute power.

A SPEECH TO PARLIAMENT

... The state of monarchy is the supremest thing
upon earth: for kings are not only God’s lieu-
renants upon earth and sit upon God's throne,
but even by God himself they are called gods.
There be three principal [comparisons} that illus-
trate the state of monarchy: one taken out of the
word of God, and the two other out of the
grounds of policy and philosophy. In the Scrip-
tures kings are ¢alled gods, and so their power af-
ter & certain relation compered to the Divine
power. Kings ate also compared to fathers of fam-
ilies: for a king is touly parens parriae {parent of
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the countryl, the politic father of his people. And
lastly, kings are compared to the head of this mi-
crocosm of the body of man, . . .

I conclude then this point touching the power
of kings with this axiom of divinity, That as to
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just nor faithful to me or to your countries that
trust and employ you, if you do it not. . . . Bu I
would wish you to be careful to avoid {these}
things in the marter of grievances.

First, that you do not meddle wich the main

dispute what God may do is blasphemy, . .. sois  points of government: that is my craft ... to
it sedition in subjects to dispute what aking may meddle with that, were to iessen me. | am now
do in the height of his power. But just kings will an old king . . . ; I must not be taught my office.
> ever be willing to declare what they will do, if Secondly, I would not have you meddle with
3 they will not incur the curse of God. I will not be  such ancient rights of mine as I have received
2 content that my power be disputed upon; but I from my predecessors, possessing chem more
z shall ever be willing to make the reason appear of  majoram {as ancestral customs}: such things I
£ all my doings, and rule my actions according to  would be sorry should be accounted for griey-
4 my laws. . .. ‘ ances. All novelties are dangerous as well in a
Now the second general ground whereof Iam  politic as in a natural body: and therefore I
to speak concerns the mateer of grievances. would be loath to be quarrelled in my ancient
... Pirst then, I am not to find faule that you in-  rights and possessions: for that were to judge me
wod king form yourselves of the particular just grievances of unworthy of thac which my predecessors had
g to the the people; nay I must tell you, ye can neither be  and left me. :
1is good
hiskﬁub- REVIEW QUESTIONS
i king,
ject arigd 1. According to Bossuer, why do kings merit absolute obedience, and what duty do
sake to they owe to God?
2. What was the theory of kingship by divine authority embraced by King James I
It not as
of England?
3. What was the proper role of Parliamenc for James I?
nt in ]
alted 9 A Secular Defense of Absolutism
.
g Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679), a British philosopher and political theorist,
witnessed the agonies of the English civil war, including the execution of Charles
* I'in 1649. These developments fortified Hobbes’s conviction that absolutism was
the most desirable and logical form of government. Only the unlimited power of
st thing a sovereign, said Hobbes, could contain human passions that disrupt the social
d’s lieu- order and threaten civilized life; only absolute rule could provide an environment
throne, secure enough for people to pursue their individual interests.
:d gods. Leviathan (1651), Hobbes's principal work of political thought, broke with
at illus- medieval political theory. Medieval thinkers assigned each group of people—
1t of the clergy, lords, serfs, guildsmen-—a place in a fixed social order; an individual’s so-
: of the cial duties were set by ancient traditions believed to have been ordained by God.
e Scrip- During early modern times, the great expansion of commerce and capitalism
ower af- spurred the new individualism already pronounced in Renaissance culrure;
Divine group ties were shattered by competition and accelerating social mobility.
s of farn-f Hobbes gave expression to a society where people confronted each other as com-
arent o

peting individuals.
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Thomas Hobbes .
LEVIATHAN

Hobbes was influenced by the new scienrtific thought that saw mathematical
knowledge as the avenue to truth. Using geometry as a model, Hobbes began
with what he believed were self-evident axioms regarding human nature, from
which he deduced other truths. He aimed at constructing political philosophy on
a scientific foundation and rejected the authority of tradition and religion as in-
consistent with a science of politics. Thus, although Hobbes supported abso-
lutism, he dismissed the idea advanced by other theorists of absolutism that the
moenarch’s power derived from God. He also rejected the idea that the state
should not be obeyed when it violated God’s law. Leviathan is a rational and sec-
ular political statement. In this modern approach, rather than in Hobbes’s justi-
ficarion of absolurism, lies the work’s significance.

Hobbes had a pessimistiesview of human nature. Believing that people are in-
nately selfish and grasping, he maintained that competition and dissension,
rather than cooperation, characterize human relations. Even when reason teaches
that cooperation is more advantageous than competition, Hobbes observed that
people are reluctant to alter their ways, because passion, not reason, governs their
behavior. In the following passages from Leviathan, Hobbes describes the causes

of human conflicts.

Nature hath made men so equall, in the faculcies
of body, and mind; as that though there bee
found one man somerimes manifestly scronger in
body, or of quicker mind than another; yet when
all is reckoned together, the difference berween
man, and man, is not so considerable, as that one
man can thereupon claim to himselfe any bene-
fit, to which anocher may not pretend, as well
as he. For as to the strength of body, the weak-
est has strength enough to kill che scrongest, ei-
ther by secret machination, or by confederacy
with others, that are in the same danger with
himselfe. . ..

And as to the facuities of the mind ... men
are . . . {more} equali than unequall. . . .

From this equalicy of ability, ariseth equality of
hope in the artaining of our Ends. And cherefore if
any two men desire the same thing, which never-
thelesse they cannot both enjoy, they become ene-
mies; and in the way to their End, . . . endeavour
to destroy, or subdue one anocher. . . . If one plant,
sow, build, or possesse a convenient Seat, others
may probably be expected to come prepared wich
forces united, to dispossesse, and deprive him, not

only of the fruit of his labour, but also of his life,
or liberty. . . .

So that in the nature of man, we Aind three
principall causes of quarrell. First, Competition;
Secondly, Diffidence; Thirdly, Glory.

~ The first, maketh men invade for Gain; the
second, for Safety; and the third, for Reputation.
The first use Violence, o make themselves Mas-
ters of other men'’s persons, wives, children, and
cattell; the second, to defend them; the third,
for trifles, as a word, a smile, a differenc opinion,
and any other signe of undervalue, either direct
in their Persons, or by reflexion in their Kin-
dred, their Friends, their Nation, their Profes-
sion, ot their Name.

Hereby it is manifest, that during the time
men live without a common Power to keep
them all in awe, they are in that condition
which is called Warre; and such a warre, as is of
every marn, against every man. . . .

Hobbes then describes a state of nature—
the hypothetical condition of humanity prior




to the formation of the state—as a war of all
against all. For Hobbes, the state of nature is
a logical abstraction, a devied employed to
make his point. Only a strong ruling entity—
the state—will end the perpetual strife and
provide security. For Hobbes, the state is
merely a useful arrangement that permits in-
dividuals to exchange goods and-seryices in
a secure environment. The ruling authority
in the state, ‘the sovereign, must have
supreme power, or society will collapse and
the anarchy of the state of nature will return.

W hatsoever therefore is consequent to a time of
Warre, where every man is Enemy to every man;
the same is ‘consequent to the time, wherein
men live without other security, than what their
own strength, and their owrrinvention shall fur-
nish them withall. In such condition, there is no
place for Industry; because the fruic thereof is
uncertain: and consequently no Culture of the
Earch; no Navigation, nor use of the commadi-
ties that may be imported by Sea; no commodi-
ous Building; no Instruments of moving, and
removing such things as require much force; no
Knowledge of the face of the Earth; no account
of Time; no Arts; no Letters; no Society; and
which is worst of all, continual] feare, and dan-
ger of violent death; And the life of man, soli-
tary, poore, nasty, beukish, and short. . . .

The Passions that encline men to Peace, are
Feare of Death; Desire of such things'as are nec-
essary to commodious living; and a Hope by
their Industry to obtain them. And Reason sug-
gesteth convenient- Acticles of Peace, upon
which men may be drawn to agreement. . . .

And because the condition of Man, (as hath
been declared in the precedent Chapter) is a con-
dition of Warre of every one against every one; in
which case every one is governed by his own Rea-
son; and there is nothing he cen make use of, chat
may not be a help unto him, in preserving his life
against his enemyes; It followeth, that in such a
condition, every man has a Right to every thing;
even to one another’s body. And therefore, as long
as this naturall Right of every man to every thing
endureth, there can be no security to any man,
(how strong or wise soever he be,} of living our the
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ume, which Nature ordinarily alloweth men to
live. . ..

. .. If there be no Power erected, or not great
enough for our security; every man will and may
lawfully rely on his own strength and are, for
caution against all other men. . . .

The only way to erect . . . a Common Power,
as may be able to defend them from the invasion
of {foreigners] and the injuries of one another,
and chereby to secure them in such sort, as that
by their owne induserie, and by the fruires of
the Earth, they may nourish themselves and live
contentedly; is, to conferre all their power and
strength upon one Man, or upon one Assembly
of men, thar may reduce all cheir Wills, by plu-
rality of voices, unto one Will . . . and therein to
submit their Wills, every one to his Will, and
their Judgements, to his Judgment. This is
more than Consent, or Concord; it is a reall
Unitie of them all, in one and the same Person,
made by Covenant of every man with every
man, in such manner, as if every man should say
to every man, [ Anthorise and give up my Right of
Governing my selfe, to this Man, or to this Assembly
of men, on this condition, thar thou give up thy Right
to bim, and Anthorise all bis Actions in like manner.
This done, the Multitude so united in one Per-’
son, is called a COMMON-WEALTH. . .. For by
this Authorite, given him by every particular
man in the Common-wealth, he hath the use
of so much Power and Strength . . . conferred
on him, that by terror thereof, he is inabled
to forme the wills of them all, to Peace at home,
and mutuall [aid]} against their enemies
abroad. And in him consisteth the Essence of
the Common-wealth: which (to define it,) is One
Person, of whose Acts a great Multitude, by mutuall
Covenants one with another, have made themselves
every one the Author, to the end he may wse the
strength and means of them 2ll, as be shall think ex-
pedient, for their Peace and Conmon Defence,

And he that carryeth this Person, is called
SOVERAIGNE, and said to have Soveraigne Power,
and every one besides, his SUBJECT. . . .

... They thac have already Instituted a
Common-wealth, being thereby bound by
Covenant ... cennot lawfully make a new
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Covenant, amongst themselves, to be obedient
to any other, in any thing whatsgever, with-
out his permission. And therefore, they that are
subjects to a Monarch, cannat withoue his leave
cast off Monarchy, and return to the confusion of
a disnnited Multitude; nor transferre their Per-
son from him that beareth it, to another Man, or
other Assembly of men: for they . . . are bound,
every man to every man, to [acknowledge} . ..
that he that already is their Soveraigne, shall do,
and judge fit to be done; so that {those who do
not obeyl break their Covenant made to that
man, which is injustice: and they have also every
man given the Soveraignty to him that beareth
their Person; and therefore if they depose him,

and so again it is injustice. ... And whereas
some men have pretended for their disobedience
to their Soveraign, a new Covenant, made, not
with men, buc with Ged; this also is unjust: for
there is no Covenant with God, but by media-
tion of some body that representeth God’s
Person; which none doth but God’s Lieuten-
ant, who hath the Soveraignty under God.
But this pretence of Covenant with God, is
so evident a {lie]l, even in the pretenders
own consciences, that it is not onely an act
of an unjust, but also of a vile, and unmanly
disposition. . . .

... Consequently none of {the sovereign’s]
Subjects, by any pretence of forfeiture, can be

they take from him that which is his own, freed from his Subjection.

-

REVIEW QUESTIONS

1. Whar was Thomas Hobbes’s view of human nature and what conclusions did he
draw from it abour the best form of government?
2. What has been the political legacy of Hobbes's notion of the state?

10 The Triumph of Constitutional Monarchy
" in England: The Glorious Revolution

The struggle against absolute monarchy in England during the early seventeenth
century reached a climax during the reign of Charles I (1625-1649). Parliament
raised its own army as civil war broke out berween its supporters and those of the
king. Captured by the Scottish Presbyterian rebels in 1646 and turned over to the
English parliamentary army in 1647, Charles was held prisoner for two years until
the Puritan parliamentary general Oliver Cromwell (1599-1658) decided to put
him on trial for treason. The king was found guilty and execured in 1649.

The revolutionary parliamentary regime evolved into a military dictatorship
headed by Cromwell. After Cromwell’s death, Parliament in 1660 restored the
monarchy and invited the late king's heir to end his exile and take the throne.
Charles II {1660-1685), by discretion and skillful statesmanship, managed to
evade many difficulties caused by the hostility of those who opposed his policies.
He attempted to ease religious discrimination by ending the laws that penalized
dissenters who rejected the official Church of England. But the religious preju-
dices of Parliament forced the king to desist, and the laws penalizing both Protes-
tant dissenters and Roman Catholics remained in force. The king’s motives for
establishing religious toleration were suspect, since he himself was married to a
French Catholic and his brother and heir James, Duke of York, was also a
staunch Catholic.
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When James IT (1685-1688) succeeded to the throne, he tried unsuccessfully to
get Parliament to repeal the Test Act, a law that forbade anyone to hold a civil or
military office or to enter a university unless he was a member in good standing
of the Church of England. This law effectively barred both Catholics and Protes-
tant dissenters from serving in the king’s government. When Parliament refused
to act, James got the legal Court of the King’s Bench to approve his decree sus-
pending the Test Act. The court affirmed that the king, due to his sovereign au-
thority, had absolute power to suspend any law at his sole discretion. The
prerogatives claimed by the king were seen by many as an attempt to impose ab-
solute monarchy on the English people.

King James further roused enemies by appointing many Catholics to high gov-
ernment posts and by issuing his Declaration of Indulgence for Liberty of Con-
science on April 4, 1687. This declaration established complete freedom of
worship for all Englishmen, ending all civil penalties and discriminations based
on religious dissent. Instead of hailing the declararion as a step forward in solv-
ing the religious quarrels within the kingdom, many persons viewed this suspen-
sion of the laws as # further act of absolutism because James acted unilaterally
without consulting Parliament. This act united the king’s enemies and alienated
his former supporters. .

When the king’s wife gave birth to a son, making the heir to the throne another
Catholic, almost all factions (except the Catholics) abandoned James IT and in-
vited the Dutch Protestant Prince William of Orange and his wife Mary, James
II's Protestant daughter, to come to England. James and his Catholic family and

& friends fled to France. Parliament declared the throne vacant and offered it to
William and Mary as joint sovereigns. As a result of the “Glorious Revolution,”
the English monarchy became clearly limited by the will of Parliament.

THE ENGLISH DECLARATION OF RIGHTS

In depriving James II of the throne, Parliament had destroyed forever in Britain
the theory of divine right as an operating principle of government and had firmly
established 2 limited constitutional monarchy. The appointment of William and
Mary was accompanied by 2 declaration of rights (later enacted as the Bill of
Rights), which enumerared and declared illegal James II's arbitrary acts. The De-
claration of Rights, excerpted below, compelled William and Mary and future
monarchs to recognize the right of the people’s representatives to dispose of the
royal office and to set limits on its powers. These rights were subsequently for-
mulated into laws passed by Parliament. Prior to the American Revolution,
colonists protested that British actions in the American colonies violated certain
rights gnaranteed in the English Bill of Rights. Several of these rights were later
inciuded in the Constitution of the Unired States.

And whereas the said lare king James the che prince of Orange (whom it hath pleased
Second having abdicated the government and ~ Almighty God to make the glorious instrument
the throne being thereby vacant, His Highness  of delivering this kingdom from popery and
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arbitrary power) did {(by the advice of the lords
spiritual and temporal and divers principal pers
sops of the commons)! cause letters to be writ-
ten to the lords spiritual and remporal, being
Protestants; and other letters to the several coun-
ties, cities, universities, boroughs and Cinque
ports? for the choosing of such persons to repre-
sent them, as were of righr to be sent to parlia-
ment, to meet and sit ac Westminster upon the
twoand twentiech day of January in this year one
thousand six hundred eighty and eighe,? in order
to {guarantee} . . . that cheir religion, laws and
liberties might not again be in danger of being
subverted; upon which letters elecrions having
been accordingly made.

And thereupon the said lords . spiritual and
temporal and commons pursuane to their resfec-
tive lecters and elections being now assembled in
a full and free representative of this nation, tak-
ing into their most serious consideration the best
means for ateaining the ends aforesaid, do in the
first place (as their ancestors in like case have
usually done) for the vindicating and asserting
their anciegt rights and liberties, declare:

That the pretended power of suspending of
laws or the execurion of laws by regal authority
without consent of parliament is illegal,

Thar the pretended power of dispensing with
laws or the execution of laws by regal authority
as it hath been assumed and exercised of late is
illegal.

Thar the commission for erecting the late
court of commissioners for ecclesiastical causes

1"The loeds spiritual” refers o the bishops of the Church of
England who sat in the House of Lords, and “che locds tem-
potal” refers to the nobility enticled ro sit in the House of
Lords. The commons refers to the elected representatives in
the House of Commons.

*The Cinque porrs along England's southeastern coast {orig-
inally five in number) enjoyed special privileges because of
cheir military duties in providing for coastal defense.

¥The year was in fact 1689 because uncil 1752, the English
used March 25 as the beginning of the new year.

REVIEW QUESTIONS

and all other commissions and courts of like na-
ture are illegal and pernicious.

That the levying money for or to the use of
the crown by pretence of prerogative wichout
grant of parliamenc for a longer time or in other
manner than the same is or shall be granted is
illegal,

That it is che right of the subjects to petition
the king and all commiements and prosecutions
for such petitioning are illegal.

That the raising or keeping a standing army
within the kingdom in time of peace unless it be
with consent of patliament is against the law.

That che subjects which are Protestants may
have arms for cheir defence suicable to rheir con-
ditions and as allowed by law.

That election of members of parliament
oughe to be free.

That the freedom of speech and debares or
proceedings in parliament ought not to be im-
peached or questioned in any court or place out
of patliament.

That excessive bail ought not ro be required
nor excessive fines imposed nor cruel and un-
usual punishments inflicred.

That jurors ought to be duly impanelled and
returned and jurors which pass upon men in tri-
als for high treason ought to be frecholders.

That all grants and promises of fines and for-
feitures of particular persons before conviction
are illegal and void.

And that for redress of all grievances and for
the amending, strengthening and preserving
of the laws parliaments ought to be held
frequently.

And they do claim, demand and insist apon
all and singular the premises as their undoubted
rights and liberties and thar no declarations,
judgments, doings or proceedings to the preju-
dice of the people in any of the said premises
ought in any wise to be drawn hereafter into
consequence orf example.

1. How did the Declaration of Rights limit royal authority? With what result?
2. In what ways did the Glorious Revolution impact upon the American rebellion in

the 1770s?
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2 Political Liberty ]

——a—

John Locke (1632-1704), a British statesman, philosopher, and political theorist,
was a principal source of the Enlightenment. Eighteenth-century thinkers were
particularly influenced by Locke’s advocacy of religious toleration, his reliance on
experience as the source of knowledge, and his concern for liberty. In his first
Letter Concerning Toleration (1689), Locke declared chat Christians who persecute
others in the name of religion vitiate Christ’s teachings. Locke’s political philoso-
phy as formulated in the Two Treatises on Government (1690) complements his
theory of knowledge (see page 419); both were rational and secular attempts to
understand and improve the human condition. The Lockean spirit'pervades the
American Declaration of Independence, the Constitution, and the Bill of Rights
and is the basis of the liberal tradition that aims to protect individual liberty from
despotic state authority. .

Viewing human heings as brurish and selfish, Thomas Hobbes (see page 375)
had prescribed a state With unlimited power; only in this way, he said, could peo-
ple be protected from each other and civilized life preserved. Locke, regarding
people as essentially good and humane, developed a conception of the state dif-
fering fundamentally from Hobbes'. Locke held that human beings are born with
natural rights of life, liberty, and property; they establish the state to protect these
rights. Consequently, neither executive nor legislature, neither king nor assembly
has the authority to deprive individuals of their natural rights. Whereas Hobbes
justified absolute monarchy, Locke explicitly endorsed constitutional govern-
ment in which the power to govern derives from the consent of the governed and
the state’s authority is limited by agreement.

W%

John Locke ‘
SECOND TREATISE ON GOVERNMENT

Loclke said that originally, in establishing a government, human beings had never
agreed to surrender their natural rights to any state authority. The state’s
founders intended the new polity to preserve these natural rights and to imple-
ment the people’s will. Therefore, as the following passage from Locke’s Second
Treatise on Government illustrates, the power exercised by magistrates cannot be
absolute or arbitrary.

... Political power is that power, which every preservacion of their property: now this power,
man having in the state of nature, has given up  which every man has i the state of nature, and
into the hands of the society, and therein to the  which he parts with to the society in all such
governors, whom the society hath set over it-  cases where the society can secure him, is to use
self, with this express or tacit trust, that it such means, for the preserving of his own prop-
shall be employed for their good, and the erty, as he thinks good, and nature allows him;
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and to punish the breach of the law of nature in
others, so as (according to the best of his rea-
son) may most conduce to the preservation of
himself, and the rest of mankintl. So that the
end and measure of this power, when in every
man’s hands in the state of nature, being the
preservation of all of his society, that is, all
mankind in general, it can have no other end or
measure, when in the hands of the magistrate,
but to preserve the members of thac society in
their lives, liberties, and possessions; and so
cannot be an absolute, arbitrary power over
their lives and fortunes, which ace as much as
possible to be preserved; but a power to make
laws, and annex such penalties to them, as may
tend to the preservation of the whole, by cut-
ting off chose parts, and those only, which are
so corrupt, that they threaten the sound and
healthy, without which no severity is lawful.
And this power bas its original only from compact,
and agreement, and the mutual consent of
those who make up the communiy. . . .

These are the boxnds, which the trust, that is
put in' them by the society, and the law of God
and nature, have sef 0 the legisiative power of every
corhmon-wealth, in all forms of government.

First, They are to govern by promulgated estab-
lished latws, not to be varied in particular cases,
but to have one rule for rich and poor, for the
favourite at court, and the country man at
plough.

Secondly, These /zws also ought to be de-
signed for no other end ulcimacely, but #be good of
the people.

Thirdly, They must not raise taxes on the prop-
erty of the people, without the consent of the people,
given by themselves, or their deputies. And this
properly concerns only such governments,
where the Jegislative is atways in being, or at least
where the people have not reserved any part of
the legislative to deputies, to be from time to
rime'thosen by themselves.

Fourthly, The /legislative neither must nor can
transfer the power of making laws o any body else,
or place it any where, but where the people
have. ...
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If government fails to fulfill the end for which
it was established—the preservation of the
individual’s right to life, liberty, and prop-
erty—the people have a right to dissolve that
government,

++ The legislative acts against the trust reposed
in them, when they endeavour to invade the
property of the subject, and to make themselves,
or any part of the community, masters, or arbi-
trary disposers of the lives, liberties, or forcunes
of the people.

The reason why men enter into society, is the
preservation of their property; and the end why
they chuse and authorize a legislative, is, thar
there may be laws made, and rules set, as guards
and fences to the properties of all the members of
the society, to limit the power, and moderate the
dominion of every part and member of the society:
for since it can never be supposed to be the will of
the society, that the legislative should have a
power to destroy that which every one designs to
secure, by entering into society, and for which the
people submitted chemselves to legislators of their
own making; whenever the legislutors endeavour to
take away, and destroy the property of the people, or to
reduce them to slavery under arbitrary power,
they pur cthemsebves inco a state of war with the
people, who are thereupon absolved from any far-
ther obedience, and are left to the common refuge,
which God hath provided for all men, against
force and violence. Whenscever therefore che fzg-
islative shall transgress this fundamental rule of
society; and either by ambition, fear, folly or cor-
ruption, endeavonr to grasp themselves, or pust into the
hands of any other, an absolute power over the lives,
liberties, and estates of the people; by this breach
of trusc they forfeir the power the people had put
into their hands for quite contrary ends, and ic de-
volves to the people, who have a right to resume
their original liberty, and, by the establishment of
a new legislative, (such as they shall chink fit) pro-
vide for their own safety and security, which is the
end for which they are in society. Whar I have said
here, concerning the legislative in general, holds
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true also concerning the supreme executor, who
having a double trust put in him, both to have a
part in the legislative, and the supreme execuciofi
of the law, acts agaiost both, when he goes about
to set up his own arbitrary will as the law of the
society. He acts also contrary to bis trust, when he ei-
ther employs the force, treasure, and offices of the
society, to cotrupt the representatives, and gain
them to his purposes; or openly pre-engages the
electors, and prescribes to their choice, such, whom
he has, by sollicitations, threats, proinises, or oth-
erwise, won to his designs; and employs them to
bring in such, who have promised beforehand
what to vote, and what to epact. . . .

Locke responds to the charge that his theor
will produce “frequent rebellion.}. lndeei
says Locke, the true rebels are the magis-
trates who, acting contrary 10 the trust
granted them, violate the people’s rights.

... Such revolutions happen not upon every lit-
tle mismanagement in public affairs. Greast mis-
takes il the ruling pare, many wrong and
inconvenient laws, and all the sfips of human
frailty, will be borne by the people without mutiny
or murmur. Bue if a long train of abuses, prevat-
ications and artifices, all tending the same way,
make the design visible to the people, and they
cannot but feel what they lie under, and see
whither they are going; it is not to be wondered
at, that they should then rouze themselves, and
endeavour to put the rule into such hands which

may secure to them the ends for which govern-
ment was at first erected. . . .

... L answer, that this doctrine of a power in the
people of providing for their safery a-new, by a
new legislative, when their legislators have acted
contrary to their truse, by invading their property,
is the best defence against rebellion, and the probablest
means to hinder it; for rebellion being an opposi-
tion, not to persons, but authority, which is
founded only in the constitutions and lews of the
government; those, whoever they be, who by force
break through, and by force justify their violation
of them, are truly and propetly rebels: for when
men, by entering into society and civil govern-
ment, have excluded force, and introduced laws
for the preservation of property, peace, and unity
amongst themselves, those who set up force again
in opposition to the laws, do [rebell, that is, bring
back again the state of war, and are properly
rebels: which they who are in power, (by the pre-
tence they have to authority, the temptation of
force they have in their hands, and the flattery of
those about them) being likeliest to do; che prop-
erest way to prevenc the evil, is to shew them the
danger and injustice of it, who are under the
greatest temptation to run into it.

The end of government is the good of man-
kind; and which is est for mankind, that the peo-
ple should always be exposed to the boundless
will of tytanny, or that the rulers should be
sometimes liable to be opposed, when they grow
exorbitant in the use of their powet, and employ
it for the destrucrion, and not the preservation
of the properties of their people?

Thomas Jefferson
DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE

Written in 1776 by Thomas Jefferson (1743-1826) to justify the American colonists’
break with Britain, the Declaration of Independence enumerated principles that
were quite familiar to English statesmen and intellectuals. ‘The preamble to the
Declaration,. excerpted below, articulated clearly Locke’s philosophy of natural
rights. Locke had viewed life, liberty, and property as the individual’s essential nat-
ural rights; Jefferson substituted the “pursuit of happiness” for property.
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A DECLARATION BY THE
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, IN
GENERAL CONGRESS ASSEMBLED.

When in the Course of human Events, it be-
comes necessary for one People to dissolve the
Political Bands which have connecred them
with another, and to assume among the Powers
of the Earth, the separate and equal Station to
which the Faws of Nature and of Nature's God
entitle them, a decent Respect to the Opinions
of Mankind requires that they should declare
the causes which impel them to the Separation.

We hold these Truths to be self-evident,
that all Men are creared equal, that they are en-
dowed by their Creator with certain
unalienable Rights, that anfong these are Life,
Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happiness—That to
secure these Rights, Governments are institured
among Men, deriving their just Powers from
the Consent of the Governed, That whenever any
Form of Government becomes destructive of
these Ends, it is the Right of the People to alter

REVIEW QUESTIONS
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or to abolish it, and ro institute new Govern-
ment, laying its Foundation on such Principles,
and organizing its Powers in such Form, as to
them shall seem most likely to effect their Safety
and Happiness. Prudence, indeed, will dictate
thar Governments long established should noc
be changed for light and transient Causes; and
accordingly all Experience hath shewn, thac
Mankind are more disposed to suffer, while Evils
are sufferable, than to right themselves by abol-
ishing the Forms to which they are accustomed.
Bur when a long Train of Abuses and Usurpa-
tions, pursuing invariably the same Obiject,
evinces a Design to reduce them under absolute
Despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, ro
throw off such Government, and to provide new
Guards for their future Security. Such has been
the patient Sufferance of rhese Colonies; and
such is now the Necessity which constrains them
to alter their former Systems of Government,
The History of the present King of Great-Britain
is a History of repeated Injuries and Usurpations,
all having in direct Object the Bstablishment of
an absolure Tyranny over these States. . . .

1. Compare the views of John Locke with those of Thomas Hobbes (see page 373)
regarding the character of human nature, political authority, and the righe to

rebellion.

2. Compare Locke’s theory of natural rights with the principles stated in che

American Declaration of Independence.

3 Attack on Religion

——

Christianity came under severe attack during the eighteenth century. The philo-
sophes rejected Christian doctrines that seemed contrary to reason. Deism, the
dominant religious outlook of the philosophes, taught that religion should accord
with reason and natural law. To deists, it seemed reasonable to believe in God, for
this superbly constructed universe required a creator in the same manner that a
watch required a watchmaker. But, said the deists, after God had constructed the
universe, he did not interfere in its operations; the universe was governed by me-
chanical laws. Deists denied that the Bible was God's work, rejected clerical au-
thority, and dismissed miracles—Ilike Jesus walking on water—as incompatible




